During the last few decades, the search for sustainability has experienced a tremendous momentum, encompassing all the levels of the global system. Fuelled by complex (both proactive and reactive) motivators, the process has surpassed the characteristics of an intellectual endeavor more preoccupied by idealist goals, and less focused on the actual means to achieve them and has proved that it can successfully be transposed into the corporate real world of decision making, objective assessment, and relentless scrutiny. The paper aims to (broadly) explore the world of the most sustainable corporations based on a descriptive (factual and dynamic) analysis of Corporate annual rankings (2016-2018) of the Most Sustainable Corporations in order to: (a). determine (by comparing and contrasting) the main features these organizations able to transform the fuzzy concept of corporate sustainability into a coherent reality display; and (b). set the premises for future (narrower) researches aiming to explain the -behind the design, development and implementation of the strategies these corporations follow in their search for (sustainable) competitiveness.
Introduction
Since the releasing of the Brundtland Report in 1987 the undisputable milestone that have set the main coordinates of sustainable development, as 1987) up to Agenda for Sustainable De another visionary landmark, establishing integrated and indivisible and balance the three dimensions of sustainable development: the economic, social and en , the search for sustainability has experienced a tremendous momentum; it has (eventually) encompassed all the levels of the global system (from companies and industries to nations and supranational entities), while being embraced (at different levels of commitment and based on different reasons) by representatives of the entire spectrum of global (decision-makers), (NGOs), and (academia) (Brown, et al., 1987; Kates, et al., 2001; Lubin, & Esty, 2010; Clayton, & Radcliffe, 2015) .
Fuelled by complex (both proactive and reactive) motivators (Ditlev Simonsen, & Midttun, 2011; Willard, 2012; Pinelli, & Maiolini, 2017) and accompanied by a plethora of controversies (Vos, 1997; Verstegen, & Hanekamp, 20 2013) , the process has surpassed the characteristics of an intellectual endeavor more preoccupied by idealist goals, and less focused on the actual means to achieve them and has proved that it can successfully be transposed into the real and pragmatic corporate world of decision making, concrete actions, visible results, objective assessments, and relentless scrutiny (Norton, 2005; York, 2009; Popa, Guillermin, & Dedeurwaerdere, 2015) .
Caught themselves between sustainability as undeniable megatrend of nowadays (Haywood, & Van der Watt, 2016) on one hand, and global(ly assumed and proclaimed) imperative (Lubin, & Esty, 2010) on the other hand, businesses (through their strategists) have more and more realized that new circumstances and challenges ask for new approaches and perspectives. Thus, corporate sustainability which broadly voluntary by definition demonstrating the inclusion of social and environmental concerns in business operations and in Van Marrewijk, & Werre, 2003) has begun to crystalize itself as not only an emerging, but quite a compelling organizational practice and goal (Baumgartner, & Ebner, 2010; Epstein, & Buhovac, 2014; Gianni, Gotzamani, & Tsiotras, 2017) , able to provide win-win long-term solutions for both corporations and society at large. Therefore, corporate sustainability has progressively gained more: (a). shape and content (defined by specific and clearly targeted actions and endeavors); (b). structure (taking the form of dedicated and articulated strategies aiming for organizational performance and success); (c). consistency (linking together in terms of measurable impacts the goals, the actions and the results of the sustainability related corporate initiatives); (d). credibility and legitimacy (as companies have improved their accountability, while increasing the transparency of their decisions, outputs and impacts); and (e). recognition (in terms of positive feed-backs for the good measurable economic-social-environmental results coming from a variety stakeholders which, in return, have led to the further leveraging and spreading of corporate sustainability) aspects that have all contributed to the transformation of corporate sustainability from a fuzzy concept to a (more) coherent reality.
But, despite these promising premises, the transformative process is far from being completed due to some unsolved issues and dilemmas which find their origins into the complexity characterizing the concept itself and the accentuated dynamism that defines its approach as the corporate sustainability (CS) field is still evolving and different approaches to define, theorize, and measure CS have been used. Differences are also found between the literature that targets scholars versus the one Montiel, & Delgado-Ceballos, 2014 ). Thus, even though is it unanimously accepted that corporate sustainability (CS) refers to the integration of economic, social and environmental concerns and goals into a (business) approach, while considering the interests and claims of its (present and future) stakeholders, things are (re)becoming blurry when trying to comprehensively understand and explain what successful corporate sustainability is (and for whom), and how can it be reached (and properly assessed) (at least) because:
(a). companies display different levels of CS integration (basically based on the motivators behind their CS-related decisions and actions) pre-CS; compliance-driven CS; profit-driven CS; caring CS; synergistic CS; and holistic CS (Van Marrewijk, 2003) that not necessarily has to be followed one by one; so: the real meaning of CS and CS-based success for a (given) company, and what roles different contingency factors (such as industry, country, or regulations) play?; (b). there still is a controversy regarding the general approach of CS as some are arguing in favor of trade-offs given the multi-faceted and complex nature -offs and conflicts in corporate (Hahn, et al. 2010 ) while others support the paradox approach to manage corporate sustainability with a paradoxical le (Ivory, & Brooks, 2018) ; so: what makes a company to prefer one approach instead of the other, how exactly does it operationalize the chosen approach, and what kind of (interplay) impacts the chosen approach generates?; option, so is its assessment, and therefore, sustainability, determining analytical boundaries, collecting data, and accommodating the needs of different industries are some of the challenges of measuring performance (Searcy, 2016) ; although a variety of (more or less complex) measuring and assessment systems have been developed lanced Figge, et al., 2002 (Hubbard, 2009 Against this background, the paper aims to (broadly) explore the world of the most sustainable corporations based on a descriptive (factual and dynamic) analysis of Corporate annual rankings (2016) (2017) (2018) of the Most Sustainable Corporations in order to: (a). determine (by comparing and contrasting) the main features these organizations able to transform the fuzzy concept of corporate sustainability into a coherent reality display; and (b). set the premises for future (narrower) researches aiming to explain the -behind the design, development and implementation of the strategies these corporations follow in their search for (sustainable) competitiveness.
The remaining of the paper is organized as follows: the second section will examine the overall characteristics of companies in Corporate
Global 100 Most Sustainable Corporations (2016 Corporations ( -2018 ; then, in the third section, it will perform a dynamic and comparative analysis of the companies that have been constant presences in Global 100 from 2016 to 2018; the fourth section is dedicated to the best performing companies Top 10 companies in Global 100 (2016-2018); eventually, the Conclusions and References will end the paper.
Overall characteristics of companies in Glo
Sustainable Corporations (2016 Corporations ( -2018 Corporations represents not tell us if companies are operating within environmental limits or if they are making should focus on identifying key performance indicators with clear science-or public policy-based targets for global and regional sustainability and on how these may be (Searcy, 2016) an undeniable benchmark in the field of dynamic and comparative corporate sustainability assessment (Engardio, et al., 2007; Nguyen, & Slater, 2010; Ameer, & Othman, 2012; Pal, & Jenkins, 2014; Abraham, & Dao, 2017) .
A series of reasons support this assertion: (a). the history of the endeavor (going back to 2005), and its resilience over time; (b) . the high profile of the ranking (it is released during the annual meeting of the World Economic Forum in Davos, and it is published in Forbes); (c). the approach it takes:
publicly-disclosed data Corporate Knights, 2017a); (d). the methodological complexity of the assessment covering resource, employee, financial management, clean revenue and supplier (Corporate Knights, 2017a); and (e) . the continuous improvement of the methodology in order to keep track of the changes characterizing the sustainability issues Corporate Knights has designed and applied 12 KPIs in 2016 (Corporate Knights, 2015a), 14 KPIs in 2017 (Corporate Knights, 2016a) and 17 KPIs in 2018 (Corporate Knights, 2017a) .
The overall analysis of the companies in Global 100 -2018) reveals ( are representing forty different industries and register an average overall sustainability score of 62,84% (Fig. 3.) . The top three industries in terms of number of companies are Banks (13 companies), Oil, Gas & Consumable Fuels (7 companies), and Pharmaceuticals (7 companies), while top three industries in terms of average overall scores are Gas Utilities (72,7%), Wireless Telecommunication Services (71,8%) and Multi-Utilities (70,9%) each one of them being represented by just one company in 2016 Global 100). Out of the 40 industries, 25 (62,5%) register average scores above the overall 2016 average, while 15 industries (37,5%) score below this average. Considering the top 3 industries in terms of number of companies, Oil, Gas & Pharmaceuticals: below. three companies are registering a continuous declining of their overall scores (City Developments, L'Oreal, and POSCO); the remaining twenty-five companies are registering either a decline in their overall score in 2017 comparative to 2016, followed by an improvement in 2018 (22 companies), or an improvement in 2017 comparative to 2016, followed by a decline in 2018 (3 companies); both the sores these companies register and the ranks they occupy in Global 100 during the three year period (from 2016 to 2018) vary quite a lot, which makes it difficult to discern a pattern regarding the (real) evolution of these companies towards sustainability. 
The best performing companies Top 10 companies in Global 100 (2016-2018)
The analysis of the best performing companies Top 10 companies in Global 100 (Table 2. ) from 2016 to 2018 unveils the following insights:
Top 10: the ten companies represent nine different industries (excepting from Banks industry, which is represented by two companies, all the other industries are represented by just one company) and eight different countries (Germany and Singapore being the two countries present with more than one company in Top 10); Europe-based companies dominate the Top 10 (with seven companies), Asia counts with two companies (both from Singapore), and Australia with one; the ten companies represent seven different industries (excepting from Banks industry, which is represented by three companies, and the Industrial Conglomerates one, which is represented by two companies, all the other industries are represented by just one company) and seven different countries (Netherlands, with three companies and the United States, -based companies continues to dominate the Top 10 (with seven companies in Top 10), followed by the North America continent (with two companies) and Australia (with one); nine different industries (excepting from Software industry, which is represented by two companies, all the other industries are represented by just one company) and six different countries (France, with three companies, and Finland and the United States with two -based companies dominate the Top 10 (with seven companies), followed by North America (with two companies) and Asia with one; the overall sustainability scores of these companies varies from 80,10% (BMW) to 71,30% (City Developments) in 2016, from 73,10% (Siemens AG) 
Conclusions
Corporate sustainability has definitely become one of the most challenging endeavors strategist have to manage nowadays. Driven by different (internal and external, proactive and reactive, genuine and questionable) motivators, serving different goals (but all of them having in common the search for long-term survival and success), and meaning different things (from disparate actions to consistent and comprehensive strategies) to different people / companies / industries, the field and practice of corporate sustainability are continuously evolving in order to adjust themselves to the (universal) commandments of global sustainability and to the increasing pressures and scrutiny coming from a plethora of stakeholders; the assessment systems and criteria, as well as the reporting ones are following this transformative process, contributing all together to the transformation of corporate sustainability from a fuzzy concept to a coherent reality.
The paper has (broadly) explored the world of the most sustainable corporations based on a descriptive (factual and dynamic) analysis of Corporate annual rankings (2016) (2017) (2018) of the Most Sustainable Corporations. The analysis has firstly examined the overall characteristics of companies in Corporate Global 100 Most Sustainable Corporations (2016-2018) in terms of (dynamics of) represented countries (in this respect, originated companies dominate the three rankings), continents (Europe being the best represented continent in all three years) and industries (for each year, the paper has emphasized the top three industries in terms of number of companies comparative to top three industries in terms of average overall scores, and the distribution of average scores by industries in comparison to the average overall sustainability score of the respective year).
Then, the dynamic and comparative analysis of the companies that have been constant presences in Global 100 from 2016 to 2018 has revealed two interesting insights: (1). only 38 companies have kept their presence (occupying different ranks and registering different overall scores) in Global 100 during the analyzed period; (2). both the sores these companies register and the ranks they occupy in Global 100 during the three year period (from 2016 to 2018) vary quite a lot, which makes it difficult to discern a pattern regarding the (real) evolution of these companies towards sustainability.
The analysis of the best performing companies Top 10 companies in Global 100 (2016) (2017) (2018) has been made (for each one of the three years) in terms of represented industries, countries and continents, then overall sustainability scores in comparison to the average score of Global 100 in the respective year; interesting findings were related to the following: (1). there is no one constant presence in all three Top 10s (no company has consecutively reached the Top 10 in 2016, 2017 and 2018) , and only seven companies are present in two of the three Top 10s during 2016 and 2018; (2). only eleven companies out of the total twenty-three companies that make the three Top 10s are constant presences in Global 100.
Based on these preliminary findings and results, and considering that sustainability will increasingly become a fundamental measure of corporate success, future researches will go deeper, at corporate level, aiming to identify and explain the -behind the design, development and implementation of the strategies these leading companies (in terms of corporate sustainability) are following in their search for competitiveness in order to enrich the body of knowledge in the field on one hand, and to provide both incentives and behavioral guidelines for the companies thinking and/or struggling to follow the path of sustainability on the other hand.
